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.1. Recommendation:
Major Revision
omments to Author:
This manuscript examines the relationship between land use (including the spatial pattern of land use) and stream ﬂow
n 6 small SE USA watersheds. In many previous hydrological studies, the impact of land use on stream ﬂow has not received
he attention that it deserves. This article, therefore, is a welcome contribution in this ﬁeld. Technically though, there are
everal major issues that need to be addressed before this article can be published in JHRS:
1)Figures 3-8: It appears that the main difference between the original-CN and Contagion-adjusted CN is the ﬁrst few
onths during the simulation. It is highly likely that such differences were caused by the deﬁnition of initial conditions
e.g., soil moisture content), which is unknown. How were the initial conditions deﬁned? This is a critical issue, as without
onsidering the early differences, one can say that it really makes no difference using original CN and contagion adjusted
N, which is the main point of this research.
2)page 14, lines 12-14: It is still unclear how the SMSC were calculated/estimated. Another common way of obtaining
hese values was to estimate from soil properties. For the USDA soil maps, such values were commonly included so there is
o need to estimate them separately.
3)page 11, line 3-6: Explain the foundation of the conversion. Any references? It sounds very arbitrary here.
minor 4): page 29, line 4: “does not” -> “has no”
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